
MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS
FISHERIES DIVISION

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
COTTONWOOD CREEK REHABILITATION AND NATIYE SALMONII)

REINTRODUCTION

PART I. PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION / . ']

A. Type of Proposed Action: Cottonwood Creek, a stream which flows through Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks (MFWP) owned Beartooth Game Range, Voegele and the Sieben Livestock Companies, is
approximately 14.5 miles long from headwaters to mouth where it flows into Holter Reservoir. Actual sEeam
length on private land is 1.76 miles of which 0.3 miles were wet based on an August 2000 survey. An
arttficial barrier to upstream fish passage was constructed on Cottonwood Creek in the fall of 2000, lsolating
10'5 miles of stream habitat. Six of the 10.5 miles above the barrier were wetted with a small percentage oi
this actually flowing (August 2000). Currently, the stream goes dry approximately 700 feet downsteam of
the barrier and remains dry for several hundred yards before iesurAcing. Current drought conditions in 2000
and 2001 have created a situation where extremely low water and an int=ermittent flowin'g stream channel will
allow for effective removal of nonnative fish (Eastem Brook Trout) using rotenone witiout running the risk
that rotenone would reach Holter Reservoir where a fish kill would not be desirable. The proposedacdon is
to chemrcally rehabilitate Cottonwood Creek in the 10.5 miles of stream above the barrier and the short reach
below the barrier. No chemical detoxification will take place as the stream goes dry a short distance below
the barrier. Following chemical rehabilitarion, *. p.opor. to restock the rehabilitated reach n 2002-2004
with narive westslope cutthroat trout from an exisring population in the Missouri River drainage.

B. Agency Authority for the Proposed Action: The Montana Fish, wildlife & parks (FWp) ,,...is hereby
authorized to perform such acts as may be necessary to the establishment and conduct of fish restoration and
management proj ects.... " under statute g7 _ l -7 02.

C. Estimated Commencement Date: August, 20Ol
Estimated Completion Date ; October, 2001
Current Status of Project Design; (% Complete): 30%

D' Name and Location of the Project: Cottonwood Creek Rehabilitation project: Beartooth Game Range,
ltoegele and Sieben Livestock Companies.

Cottonwood Creek is a small tributary to Holter Reservoir that originates in Cascade County (Section 24 , Tl4N,
R2W)' Cottonwood Creek goes dry approximately 700 feet below the bamer so no chemical will reach Holter
Reservoir. Roughly 887o of the stream length is on MFWP's Beartooth Game Range with the remaining l2yo on
private property owned by Sieben and Voegele Livestock Companies.

E. Project Size (acres affected)

L Developed/residential - 0 acres
2.Industrial-0acres
3. Open Space/lVoodlands/Recreation - 0 acres
4. Wetlands/Riparian - 10.5 miles of stream
5.Floodplain-0acres
6. Irrigated Cropland - 0 acres
7. Dry Cropland - 0 acres
8.Forestry-0acres
9.Rangeland-0acres
10. Other

⌒
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Figure 1. Cottonwood Creek, Montana and vicirury.

F. Narrative Summary of the Proposed Action and Purpose of the Proposed Action

l. Summarv of the Proposed Action:

The proposed action is to chemically rehabilitate Cottonwood Creek using rotenone. The goal of the treatrnent

would be to eradicate existrng brook and rainbow trout above the newly installed fish barrier. Then, over the next

several years, the stream would be restocked with native westslope cutthroat tout from an existing population in
the Missouri fuver that has been shown to be at high risk of extinction. Dnp stations combined with manual

backpack sprayrng would be placed at least every mile so concentrations are maintained at effective levels.

Fishing pressure on this small stream is nearly nonexistent however, will be disrupted for 2-5 years, depending on

the source, number, and size of westslope cutthroat hout that are used to restock the stream. Catch rates could be

similar or increase after the establishment of a westslope cutthroat trout population as westslope cutthroat trout
tend to be easier to catch.

Cottonwood Creek has no record of being stocked by MFWP and the current fish assemblage in the stream
originated from unknown sources. MFWP chemically rehabilitated neighboring Elkhorn Creek (See Figure l) in
1972 after constructing an upstream fish bamer. This barrier and nonnative removal project has proven to be one

of the earliest westslope conservation activiries in Montana. Recent survey work has demonstrated that after
nearly 30 years, this project remains a success, as the Elkhorn creek westslope cutthroat population is one of the

most secure, genetically pure populations in the Upper Missouri drainage. It is the goal of this project to duplicate
the success ofthe Elkhorn project.

2. Purpose and Need for the Prooosed Action:

Westslope cutthroat trout were the native trout in the Missouri River drainage. Populations have undergone severe
declines throughout its historic range. A recent assessment indicates most of the remaining populations have
relarively high risk of becomrng extinct (Shepard et al. 1997). Current information shows that pure westslope
cutthroat Eout are present in approximately 200 miles (4.8%) of the original 4200 mrles of strearns in North
Central Montana. The 4200 miles of habitat in North Central Montana in FWP's Region 4, represents
approximately 50% of the original range of westslope cutthroat east of the Continental Divide in the Upper
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Missouri River drainage. We consider pure westslope cutthroat trout populations to be secure in only 2-3%o of the
original, historic range in North Central Montana. A secure population is one where there is a long+erm viablepopulation of 2500 or more fish. For example, in adjacent Smith River drainage, current survey and inventorywork has documented only about 10.3 stream miles of known 100% pure west;lope populations. This does not
include at least one population in the Liule Belt Mountains that is isolated and was genetically pure when tested in
1985' However, it does show how linle habitat-is now occupied by westslope.,itthrout in the drainage today.
Hybridization with rainbow trout, other strains of cutthroat, competition with brook trout, exploitation, and habitat
degradation have been responsible for this reduction over their historic range.

To ensure the continued survival of the state rr.sir o.r Montana, projects to expand its current range in the UpperMissouri drainage are necessary' This proposed action will strive iowards acirieving that goal; it will establish afluvial population that based on the Elkhorn creek project, should remain p*. *ir..*I ro, generations. The
overall goal of this project is to build additional poprlations of this species to healthy levels.

3. Benefits of the Proiect:

This project will potentially increase the habitat occupied by genetically pure westslope cunhroat rrout. If
successful, this project would create a westslope cunhroai nout population and'lower the risk of extinction of this
species in the Upper Missouri Drainage. This project would also help achieve the goal and objectives listed in the
Memorandum of Understanding and Conservation Agreement for Westslope Cunf,roat Trout both statewide andin the Upper Missouri River drainage. Threats thai warrant consideration of westslope cutthroat trout as an
Endangered Species should be_significantly reduced or eliminated through implementaiion of these and similar
restoration efforts. Social benefits of efforts like this include the opporrunlry foi future generations of Montanans
to use and enjoy this unique native fish species.

G. other Local, State, or Federal agencies with overlapping jurisdiction

Department of Environmental eualiry - Helena

H. Agencies Consulted During the preparation of the EA

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks - Helena, Great Falls
Department of Environmental Quality - Helena

PART IIoENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

A.PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
1.LAND RESOURcES

win the.ropOSed action result h:

IMPACT
UnLnown

lfoue Minor Calr
Irnpact Be
Uitigated

Commeat
Iadex

r. Soil instability or changes in geologic
substructure?

X

b.Disruption,displacement,erOsiOn,
301npactiOn,moisture loss,Or OVer―

30Vering of soil which wOuld reducc

PrOduCti宙ty Or fertility?

X

c. Destruction, covering or modification
rf any unique geologic or physical
[eatures?

X

1. Chanees in siltation. deposition or X YES ld



:rosion patterns that may modify the
:hannel of a river or stream or the tred or
shore of a lake?
e. Exposure of people or property to
-'arthquakes, landslides, ground failure,
rr other natural hazard?

X
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2. WATER

fiIill the proposed acdon result ln:

mPACT
Unk■own

![one Minor Potendany
s亀事直acant

Car
Iapact Be
Mldgated

Comment
Index

IIIre,

X NO 2a

b. Changes in drainage patterns o, ttE?E
rnd amount of surface runofp

X

:. Alteration of the course o. magrrltuae #
loodwater or other flows?

X

d. Changes in the a-ourrt oiiu.fa&G
in any water body or creation of a new
water body?

X

:. E.xposure of people o, p.opeity toTile,
:elated hazards such as flooding?

X

l Changes in the quality 3『 groundwal石下 X 2f
X

h. Increase in risk of contaminaEoil?
surface or groundwater? X YES See 2a

and 2fi. Effects on any existing *-Giiigfrt oi
reservation?

X

i. Effects on other water users 
"s 

i ..s"tio.
any alteration in surface or groundwater
tuality?

X YES 2」

k. Effects on other users as a result of any
rlteration in surface or groundwater
luantity?

X

. Will the project affect a designated
loodplain?

X

m. Will the project result in any discharge
that will affect federal or state water quality
rezulations? (Also see 2a)

X NO see 2a
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Additionally,no chenucal detOxiflcatlon wiu need t。 Occur duc to the intenmttent nanlc Ofthe stream This will
elil■unate any potential fbr the rotenOne treated water from behg released性

lt0 0ther s面 ce waters.
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■om exposure to treated

鍵翻爾鷲玉帯柵椰藤職驚轄1鷺豊1撚樹撫|as extracted iOm the roots. whichever fb.111 0frotenone
we utilize,bOth wiH have the same effect;it ittbits a biOchencal process at the cellular level which ttes it

irnpossible for the rlsh to usc Oxygcn absOrbed h the b100d and needed h the release of energy dttg rcspration

(Oberg 1967a,1967b).
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Rotenone has only a minor potential impact on the water quality for several reasons. The hazard associated with

drinking water containing rotenone is very small because of the low concentration of rotenone (0. I ppm) used in

the fieatment and the rapid breakdown and dilution of rotenone. The time for natural degradation (neutralization)

of rotenone is controlled primarily by temperafure. Rotenone acts and degfades faster in warmer water (Horton

l99l), In California, studies have shown that rotenone completely degrades within l-8 weeks within the

remperarure range of 50-68F (10-20C) (CDFC 1994; Siepmann and Finlayson 1999). The estimated half-life of
rotenone in California waters are 7.8-15 days at the respective temperatures just mentioned (Finlayson et al.

2000). Other srudies have shown half-life values of 13.9 hours to 10.3 days for water temperatures of 75F and 4lF
(24C nd 5C), respectively (Gilderhus et al. 1986, 1988). Marking and Bills (1976) found that toxiciry decreased

more rapidly at 63F (l7C) than at 54F (l2C) (the half-lives were 13 and22 days, respectively). The rotenone

dissipates in flowing waterquickly as a result of dilution, hydrolysis, and photolysis (Borriston Laboratories 1983'

Cheng etal.1972; Biosherics 1982; Finlayson et al. 2000).

To reduce the potential risks associated with the use of rotenone, the following mitigation measures and

monitoring efforts will be employed:

l. Project personnel will be trained in the use of these chemicals including the actions necessary to deal

with spills; personnel will wear rubber gloves and safery goggles.

2. Only the amount of rotenone that is needed for immediate use will be held near the stream and reservoir.

3. Prior to the use of rotenone, Sieben and Voegele Livestock Companies will be notified so they can make

arrangements to move their caftle, if necessary.

4. Sentinel fish will be used within the project ztrea to determine and monitor the effectiveness of the

ffeatment.
5. Signs will be placed at the trailhead into Cottonwood Creek and periodically along the treated reach to

notiry the public ofthe project in progress.

Comment 2f: Changes in groundwater quality: The risk that rotenone will enter and be mobile in groundwater is

minimal. Rotenone's abiliry to move through soil is low to slight (Finlayson et al. 2000). Rotenone moves less

than I inch in most rypes of soils, except for sandy soils where the movement is slightly more than 3 inches.

Rotenone is strongly bound to organic matter in soil, so it is unlikely that rotenone would enter the groundwater

(Dawson et al. l99l). Rotenone can be found in lake sediments at similar concentrations as in water; its

breakdown tags behind that of water by l-2 weeks (Finlayson et al. 2000). Rotenone in stream sediments is

uncommon (CDFC 1994). However, even if groundwater contamination could occur, there would be a low
potential for detrimental effects on human health, since the surface water concentrations to be used in this project

have already been shown to have no toxic effect on humans or other animals. Furthermore, any rotenone that

enters groundwater will continue to be diluted by water already present in the aquifer. Finally, the chance for
exposure to rotenone is minimal since the nearest domestic wells is several miles away in the next drainage to the

south.

Comment 2j: Effects on other water users: Bioassays on mammals suggest that at the proposed concentrations of
rotenone that will be used, it would have no effect on mammals that drink the treated water. There is no reason to

restrict the use of rotenone in waters intended for irrigation, livestock consumption (except possibly for swine),

and recreational swimming use (USEPA l98lb). Although the srudies required for setting tolerances have been

completed, the USEPA has not established tolerances for rotenone in potable and irrigation water. As a result,

although waters with rotenone present may not cause problems, water containing residues of rotenone can not be

legally allowed for use for domestic or crop use. The degradation process can vary from l-8 weeks depending on

initial concentrations, temperature, and water chemistry. This is not a concern on Cottonwood Creek as it is not

used for domestic purposes except in the short reach on Sieben Livestock property where livestock can be

pastured elsewhere. The public will be notified of the project through signs placed along Cottonwood Creek and

at the trailhead.

I![PACT None Minor lPoteattrally Cen



Will the proposed actioa result ln:
UaLnorru Sttc=it I■,alt BC

Mll嬌gated
hdex

a.EInissiOn of air ponutants or ~~~
deteriOratiOn of arnbient air quality,

lalSO See 13(c))

X

5. Creation of objectionable odors? X
c. Alteration of air movement, moisture,
or temperature patterns or any change
in climate, either locally or regionally?

X

d. Adverse effects on vegetation,
including crops, due to increased
emigsions of pollutants?

X

e. Will the project result in any
discharge, which will conflict with
federal or state air qualiff regs?

X

+. VEGETATION

fiIill the ploposed actioa result in:

IMPACT
Unk20Wn

lYone Mhor POten叫
Sig=J■にant

Car
Impact Be
Mitigated

し0こロエ CnI

Index

a. Changes in the diversity, productivity
rr abundance of plant species (including
:rees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic
rlants)?

X

b. Alteration of a plant community? X
:. Adverse effects on any unique, rare,
:hreatened, or endangered species?

X

C. Reduction in acreage or productivity of
any agricultural land?

X

:. Establishment or spread of noxious
reeds?

X

L Will the project affect wetland.s, or
prime and unique farmland?

X



5. FISH/WILDLIFE

ilIill the proposed actloa result h:

IuPAgT
Unkaowa

None Miaor Potentially
Signilicaat

Ca五 五 pact
B●

MItttted

Commeat
Index

■.DeteHoration of cntical flsh or wildlife

habitat?

X

b. Changes in the diversity or abundance of
rame animals or bird species?

X NO 5b

:. Changes in the diversity or abundance of
ron-game species?

X YES 5c

Introduction of new species into an area? X

:. Creation of a barrier to the migration or
novement of animals?

X

'. Adverse effects on any unique, rare,
.hreatened, or endangered species?

X

g. Increase in conditions that stress wildlife
populations or limit abundance (including
harassment, legal or illegal harvest or other
human activity)?

X

h. Will the project be performed in any area
in which T&E species are present, and will
the project affect any T&E species or their
habitat? (Also see 5fl

X

i. Will the project introduce or export any
species not presently or historically
>ccurring in the receiving location? (Also
see 5d)

X

Comment 5b: This proposed action is intended to result in an increase of native westslope cutthroat tout and a

decrease in non-native rainbow and brook trout in Cottonwood Creek. After this project is corrpleted, rainbow
trout and brook trout will continue to be dominant species in Cottonwood Creek below the barrier to the mouth of
Holter Reservoir. The project's goal is to increase the abundance and security of the westslope cutthroat trout in
the drainage, a unique and potentially endangered resource with limited distribution throughout the upper
Missouri River drainage.

Comment 5c: Rotenone has a minimal impact on non-target species. Rotenone has some toxicity to all oxygen-
breathing animals, but at the concenrations we will use, it is selective to fish and other gill-breathing organisms.
Most common aquatic invertebrates are less sensitive to rotenone than fish. Some zooplankton, such as

cladocerans and copepods are just as sensitive as fish but have life history stages that will survive the treatment.
The effect on invertebrates may include a ternporary decrease in populations of certain taxa. Snails and clams are
tolerant. All animals, including flrsh, insects, birds, aud mammals have natural enzymes in the digestive tract that
neutralize rotenone, and the gastrointestinal absorption is inefficient. Fish, some arrphibians, and aquatic
invertebrates are more susceptible because rotenone is absorbed directly into their blood through their gills,
bypassing the digestive enzymes that would neutralize it. Rotenone residues in dead fish are generally very low,
.0. I ppo,, unstable like those in water, and not readily absorbed through the gut of the animal eating the fish.
Birds and mammals that eat the dead fish and drink treated water should not be affected. A bird weighing 0.25
pounds would have to consume 100 quarts of water or more than 40 pounds of hsh within 24 hours to receive a

lethal dose. The 0.25 pound bird normally consumes 0.2 ounces of water and 0.32 ounces of food daily; a safety
factor of 1,000-10,000 fold exists for birds and mammals (Finlayson et al. 2000). No latent or continuing toxicity
is expected for more than a few weeks (CDFG 1994). Livestock are subjected to low risks as a result of this
proposal. Rotenone was used for many years to control grubs on the backs of dairy and beef cattle. The USEPA
(1981b) has stated that there is no need to restrict livestock consumption of treated waters. However, swine are
more sensitive than cattle (Thompson 1985). Most dead fish will sink to the bottom of the treated water in several



days, decompose, and release nutrients back into the water. The nutrients will enhance phytoplankton and insect
and zooplankton production, which provide the food base for fish planted in the future. Asa result of this action,
fish eating birds and mammals will have an abundance of food ior several days after the treatment. However,
following this abundance, a ternporary reduction in food supplies for fish a;d invertebrate-eating birds anj
mammals will result until the hsh and invertebrate populations in the waterbody are restored. Most of these
animals will simply utilize other waters and sources of food.

Mottled sculpin are the only non-game fish species that are known to be present in Cottonwood Creek that will
potentially be affected by the proposed ffeatment. Mottled sculpin will be reintroduced. Also, some taxa of
invertebrates and crustaceans are predicted to undergo a temporary decrease in population levels.

6. IYOIST/ELECTRICAL ETFECTS

FilI the proposed actloa result ln:

I![PACT
Uatnown

llone Minor Potentially
Signillcaat

Caa
Impact Be
Mttigated

Comment
Index

a. Increases in existing noise levels? X
b. Exposure of people to severe or
euisance noise levels?

X

c. Creation of electrostatic or
:lectromagnetic effects that could be
letrimental to human health or
properfy?

X

1. Interference with radio or television
:eqeption and operation?

X

7. LAND USE

SIiII the proposed action result ln:

IMPACT
[fnkrrown

[one Minor Potentially
Sigallicant

Can
Iapact Be
Mittgeted

Comme:
Index

r. Alteration of or interference with the
croductivity or profitability of the existing
.and use of an area?

X

b. Conflicted with a designated natural
lrea or area of unusual scientilic or
:ducational importance?

X

c. Conflict with any existing land use
whose presence would constrain or
potenti4ly prohibit the proposed action?

X

l. Adverse effects on or relocation of
:esidences?

X



3. RISK/HEALTH IIAZI\RDS

Pill the proposed actlon result in:

IUPACT
lfnlrnawr

IYone Mlnor Potentlally
Slqnlficent

Can
Impact Be
Mttigated

Comment
Iadex

a. Risk of an explosion or release of
hazardous substances (including, but
not limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals,
rr radiation) in the event of an accident
rr other forms of disruption?

X YES 8a

b. Affect an existing emergency response
)r emergency evacuation plan or create
a, need for a new plan?

X

:. Creation of any human health hazard
rr potential hazard?

X YES see 8a

t. Will any chemical toxicants be used? X YES see 8a

Comment 8a: Substantial research has been conducted to determine the safety of rotenoue. From this research it
has been concluded that rotenone doe not cause birth defects (Hazleton Raltech Laboratories 1982), reproductive

dysfunction (Spencer and Sing 1982), gene mutation (Biotech Research 1981; Geothem et al. l98l; NAS 1983) or

cancer (USEPA 198lb; Tisdel 1985). When used according to label instructions for the control of fish, rotenone

poses little, if any hazard to public health. The USEPA (198Ib, 1989b) has concluded that the use of rotenone for
fish confrol does not present a risk ofunreasonable adverse effects to humans and the environment.

The hazard associated with the short-term exposure to drlnking water containing rotenone is very small because of
the low concenration of rotenone (0. I ppm) used in the fieatment and the rapid breakdown and dilution of
rotenone. Estimates of a single lethal dose to humans are 300-500 mg of rotenone per krlogram (2.2 pounds) of
body weight (Gleason et al. 1969). For example, a 160 pound (72.6 kilogram) person would have to drink over

23,000 gallons (87,000 liters) of water treated at 0.25 mg of rotenone per liter of water at one sitting; 0.25 mg of
rotenone per liter of water is the highest allowable treatrnent rate for fish management. A22 pound (10 kilogram)
child would have to drink over 1,429 gallons (5,400 liters). Exposure of the public to rotenone in this project can

be limited as the public and private landowners will be notified of treatment and detoxification timetables. Also,
signing will occur at the Cottonwood Creek trailhead and periodically along the stream.

With respect to long-term exposure to rotenone, there is probably no signiflrcant risk to humans because of the low
concentrations at which it is applied (100 ug/L) and the fact that it degrades so quickly. The EPA (1997) has

determined that the safe level for chronic (lifetime) exposrue to rotenone is 4 ugkg/day. Since the average l0 kg
child drink I liters of water per day, the safe level for drinking rotenone-contaminated water would be 40 ug/L.
If we assume that rotenone in our treatment has a half-life of l0 days, then it will take 10-20 days for the

concentration to drop below 40 ug/L. Exposure to hazardous concentrations of rotenone for 50 days is a far
shorter period of time than the EPA says is necessary to elicit cbronic effects.

Fish will not be stocked into a treated area until all of the toxic effects are gone and rotenone has degraded.
Stocked fish will not accumulate residues of rotenone from the water. Any fish that might suwive the Eeatment
won't pose a health threat because the bioaccumulation potential is low and the half-life of rotenone in fish is
approximately I day (Gingerich and Rach 1985; Gingerich 1986).

USEPA has not established any guidelines for consuming fish killed with rotenone. Consurrption of fish that have
been dead for some time increases the risk of contracting salmonella or other bacteriological poisoning. However,
hsh that wash up on shore as a result of rotenone treatment are no more of a threat to public health than fish that
die ofnatural causes.

The USEPA (1990) ruled that a reentry interval was not needed for persons who swim in waters treated with
rotenone based on an assessment of the toxicology data (e.g., skin. oral water intake) and exposure level.
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A commercial formulation of rotenone similar to that proposed for use in this project contains volatile organic
compounds (xylene, trichiorethylene (TCE), toluene, and rimethylbenzene), and semi-volatile orlanic
compounds (naphthalene, t-methyl naph&alene and 2-methyl naphthalene). The-organic corrpounds disaipear
before rotenone dissipates, typically within l-3 weeks (Finlayror.t al. 20b0). The iolatile organic conpoundsdon't accumulate in the sediment; naphthalene and methyl naphthalene accumulate temporarily in the sediments(CDIG 1994; Siepmarut and Finlayson 1999). TCE (a-carcinogen) concentratio* ur. expected to be within
drinking water standard levels immediately followrng treatment. .Ir a ,"sult of treatment, othlr materials will not
exceed water quality criteria or guidelines set by thi usEPA (1980a, l9gla, 1993). Many of the chemicals inliquid rotenone formulations are the same presenr in fuel and are'present in waters because of outboard motor use.
None of these constituents will be present at levels that can be exiected to have any effect on animal life.

9. CO![I[U!uIY IMPAST

fiIilI the proposed actioa result in:

IUPAgf
Untnowl

MhOr Can Impact
Bc

Mtttgated

Comment
Index

a. Alteration of the location, distribution,
lensity, or growth rate of the human
oopulation of an area?

X

b. Alteration of the social structure of i
:ommunit5r?

X

:. Alteration of the level or distribution of
:mployment or community or persona_l
.ncome?

X

C. Changes in industrial or commercial-
activity?

X

e. Increased traffic hazards or effects on
existing transportation faciiities or
patterns of movement of people and
goods?

X
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10。 PUBLIC
SERVICESノ TA― ノUTILITIES

win the proposed action result ln:

mPACT
Unknown

None Miuor Potentiany
SIgniFlcant 恥

ｅｄ』叫呻

Comment
Index

a. Will the proposed action have an effect
Lrpon or result in a need for new or
altered governmental services in any of
the following areas: fire or police
protection, schools, parks/ recreational
lacilities, roads or other public
maintenance, water supply, sewer or
septic systems, solid waste disposal,
health, or other governmental services? If
rnv. specifv:

X

b. WiU the proposed action have an effect
upon the local or state tax base and
revenues?

X

:. Will the proposed action result in a
need for new facilities or substantial
rlterations of any of the following
"rtilities: electric power, natural gas,
>ther fuel supply or distribution systems,
)r communications?

X

i. Will the proposed action result in
.ncreased used of any energy source?

X

Deline proiected revenue sources X 10c

Define proiected maintenance costs X 10f

Comment l0e: This proposed project would be funded through Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Preliminary
cost estimates of the toxicant is $l-2,000.00, depending on the form used.

Comment l0f: Maintenance would include monitoring of the fishery. A site visit would occur l-2 trips annually.

lnitially, more frequent trips would be required to determine efficacy of treatment followed by population

monitoring. This work would be funded by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks.

1 1. AESTHETICS/ RICREATION

Will the proposed actlon result in:

IMPACT
Unk■owコ

l{one Minor POtontJh』y
Si諄饉 cant

Can
hpact Be
MitIEgated

Comment
Iadex

r. Alteration of any scenic vista or
:reation of an aesthetically offensive site
rr effect that is open to public view?

X

r. Alteration of the aesthetic character o1

r community or neighborhood?
X

c. Alteration of the quality or quantity of
recreational/ tourism opportunities and
settings? (Attach Tourism Report)

X

l. Will any designated or proposed wild
rr scenic rivers, trails or wilderness
lreas be impacted? (Also see 1la, 1lc)

X
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12.CULTURALノHISTORICAL
RESOURCES

里壁聖」堅墨
=2roposed actiOn result in:

IIIPA T
Uoktlown

IYone Mlnor FOtentmy
Signittcant

Commeat
Index

a. Destruction or alteration of any site,
structure. or object of prehistoric
historic or paleqntological importance?

X

b. Physical change that would affect
unique cultural values?

X

:. Effects on existing religious or sacred
uses ofa site or area?

X

1. Will the project affect historic or
:ultural resources?

X

13.SUMMARY EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

wiu the propOsed actiO■,considered
as a wh01e:

IMPACT
Unho―

I[one MInor Potentielly
Siguttrcant

Can
Inpact Be
Mttlgated

Comment
Index

a. Have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(A project or program may result in
impacts on two or more separate
resources, which create a significant
effect when considered together or in
total.)

X

b. Involve potential risks or adverse
:ffects which are uncertain but
:xtremely hazardous if they were to
>ccur?

X

:. Potentially conflict qrith the
substantive requirements of any local,
state, or federal law, regulation,
{q4dard or formal plan?

X

c. Establish a precedent or likelihood
lhat future actions with significant
:nrrironmental impacts will be prooosed?

X

:. Generate substantial debate or
rontroversy about the nature of the
mpacls that would be created?

X

f. Is the project expected to have
organized opposition or generate
substantial public controversy? (Also see
13e)

X See 13e

g. List any federal or state permits
required.

13g

■3

Can
lmpact Br



Comment 13e: We do not expect this project to generate substantial controversy. However, other recently
proposed WCT restoration projects, Cherry Creek in the Gallatin National Forest and Staubach Creek in the
Elkhorn mountains, generated substantial controversy over the use of fish toxicants, antimycin and rotenone, to v
remove non-native trout. To mitigate the potential conEoversy associated with the use of fish toxicants or any
other aspect of this project, FWP will inform the interested public as much as possible and to discuss the proposed
project at a Devil's Kitchen Group public meeting in July of 2001.

Comment 13g: The following list of permits will be required:

. DEQ 308 - Departnent of Environmental Quality (authorization for use of a fish toxicant)

o 124 SPA - Fistu Wildlife and Parks (Steam Protection Act Permit for removal of old beaver dams)
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PART III. ALTERNATTVES

Three alternatives were considered during preparation of the Environmental Assessment.

Alternative I - No Action.

The "No Action" alternative would leave Cottonwood Creek "as is" with a small brook and rainbow trout
population; two species that are not indigenous to Montana. This would render the construction of the
upstream fish barrier constructed rn 2000, useless and fail to meet the barrier's objective to establish a secure,
pure popularion of westslope cutthroat trout in Cottonwood Creek. With this alternative, Cottonwood Creek
would not be utilized to expand distribution of westslope cufthroat trout in the Upper Missouri River
drainage.

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action

The proposed action involves chemical removal of the existing fish populations in Cottonwood Creek and
establishment of a pure westslope cutthroai popuiation fi'om a nearby pure pcpulation that is at risk of extinction.

The predicted correquences of Alternative 2 include:

o Provide a limited, but unique recreational fishing experience for recreational users of the Beartooth
Game Range to catch and release pure westslope cutthroat trout.

. Supply a genetic reserve for and increase the total habitat occupied by westslope cutthroat trout in the
Upper Missouri fuver drarnage.

Mitigation Measures associated wrth Alternative 2 are listed under the comments in the Environmental Review,
and are aimed at minimizing the amount of toxicant used and reducing the risk of exposure to humans and
livestock. Consequently, this alternative has been fashioned so that it minimizes degradation of state waters while
being economically, environmentally, and technologically feasible. Its economic feasibility is demonstrated by the
fact that it will involve less time and money to use rotenone to remove fish than it would be to use angling,
netting, and electrofi5hing (see Alternative 3). Environmental feasibility is shown by the fact that rotenone has
low persistence in the environment and the project is desigaed to mitigate for its use. Technological feasibiliry is
demonstrated by the fact that rotenone applied properly can be highly effective in removal.

Alternative 3 - Mechanical Removal

This alternative is the same as the Proposed Action except that no fish toxicants would be used. Removal of fish
would be by mechanical means only, including electrofishing and angling. Angling is the least effective of these
methods, and it is estimated that only 20% of fish can be removed this way on an annual basis. Reproduction from
year-to-year will nulliff much of this effect. Angling would be particularly inefficient at removing small fish.
Electrofishing can be inefficient at removing small fish and is generally considered to be about 75% effective
even after repeatedly working an area for 5-7 years. Part of the problem is that fish will sense the electricity and
hide under rocks or in woody debns and avoid capture. This problem gets progressively worse as the width and
depth of the stream increases. In order to insure that the cutthroat genetics are maintained pure, the potential for
genetic contamination of rainbow trout genes must be eliminated. This alternative doe not maximize the security
of the westslope cufthroat trout and is considered to be economically and technologically infeasible because of the
uncertainties associated with a successful outcome and the number of years that would be required before success
could be guaranteed. These rime delays would inllate the cost and slow the process of increasing westslope
cutthroat trout security.
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PART IVo ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT CONCLUS10N SECTION

/49/Sα″EIS rθ9“″θ″2 No

Thls envttOnrnental re宙 ew demonstrates that the impacts of this proposed pr● ect are nOt signincant.Thc
proposed ac● on would beneflt westslope cutthroat trout in the Upper Missoun ttver drainagc with nunimal

impact on the physical, blological, Or thc hurnan envttonlnent. Fishing oppo「 L肛udes for Montana anglers
would be slightly reduced over the shOrt te..1l until a flshery was lc― established.

の P″ b′た′″カルθ″αム

11五s EA 、宙1l be posted on dle State Bunetin Board and nlailed dicctly to poten● ally mtcrestcd persOns
Public nodrlcation of the proposed ac● on was con■)leted via Region 4's standard press release package to
Montana newspapers and other media outlets.We also published a Lcgal Notice in the Great Falls THbune

and Helena lndependcnt Record. No●ccs about the availability of the EA were rrlalled to mdi宙 duals who
have expressed an interest in thc area or h rlsh mnagCr.ent of伍 しRcglo1 4ヽ千五tι rξ「 Ih additiOn,Oral
corrlments will bc obtained at a Devil's Kitchen Group mecting schcduled h July. Any mterested citlzen win

be encouraged to contact FWP to discuss the proposal.

の D“″′わ″げ″θ εο″″θ″ρθ′わご2

The comment peHod is 30 days.Public conllnent wiH be accepted由
『
ough August 24th,2001

の /Va″θ,″″θ,αdとess,α″グた′9,力ο″θ″
“
″bθ″げ″θルrSο″Rι,ρο″s′bた′

'rP′
9,α″ルg″θ EИ Dοε′″θ″ム

Steve lDalbey

Fishe五cs Biologist

Montana Fish,Wildlife and Parks

930 W Custer

Helena,MT 59620

(406)449‐ 8864 ext.156

References

(AVATLABLE t PON REQUEST)
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